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REMARKS 

The Request for Continued Examination is made in response to the Advisory Action 
having a mailing date of July 3, 2006, Applicant further formally responds to the Interview 
Summary dated August 15, 2006. 

Reconsideration is respectfully requested in view of the amendments made to the claims 
and for the remarks made herein. 

Claims 1-24 are pending and stand rejected. 

Claims 1, 10, 19 and 24 have been amended. 

The Advisory Action states that the Terminal Disclaimer and amendments made to the 
claims filed in applicant's Response to the Final Office Action have overcome the rejection of 
claims 1-4, 7-8, 10-13, 16-17 19-22 and 24, under the obvious double-patenting rejection, and 
claims 3, 7, 12, 16 and 21 under 35 USC 1 12. The Advisory Action further indicates that for 
purposes of an appeal, the amendments to the claims were entered. 

On or about August 2, 2006, applicant received a Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment 
in this matter. It was indicated that the serial number on the first page of the filed Amendment 
was directed toward US Patent Application Serial No. 10/679,726. However the subsequent 
pages, which included a full set of claims, indicated that the claims were directed toward US 
Patent Application Serial no. 10/679, 662,-i.e., the instant application. The number of claims 
that were filed in the (non-compliant) Amendment was comparable to the number of claims of 
record in the' 726 application. 

However, the Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment was entered into the record for the 
'662 application and not the '726 application, ^plicant's attorney contacted the Examiner to 
point out an error that was made in directing the Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment to the 
'662 application. 

An Interview Summary was prepared by the Examiner that memorialized the 
conversation held between the Examiner and Applicant's attorney. The Interview Sunmiary 
states that Notice of Non-Compliance, dated July 31, 2006, direrted to the instant application has 
been vacated. 
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Based on the statements made in the Advisory Action and the Interview Summary, 
applicant believes that all the amendments to the claims provided in the applicant's Response 
dated June 13, 2006 have been entered into the record. Accordingly, the amendments made to 
the claims presented herein are based on the last filed fall set of claims. However, as indicated 
by the Advisory Action dated July 3, 2006, the amendments to the claims do not place the instant 
application in a condition of allowance. 

In response to the Advisory Action, Applicant respectfaUy requests continued 
examination of the instant application and entry of the amendments to the claims presented 
herein prior to the first official action in this matter. 

No new matter has been added. Support for the amendments may be found at least on 
page 21, lines 4-6, which state, "Processing of the COD Queue in this manner allows host I/O 
requests to be processed as soon as their required extents have been copied fi"om the Clone to the 
Source." 

In the Advisory Action, reference is made to Figure 6c to show the processing of Young. 
From Figure 6c, it is clear that Young teaches performing the restoration process sequentially as 
a determination is made for each block as to whether new data is to be written into the master 
store (block 631b) and based on this determination either one process or another is performed. 
Each process then performs a check whether all blocks are completed (block 637b). And if not a 
next block is checked to determine whether new data is to be written into the master store. 

Applicant farther notes that the Advisory Action indicates on the "Advisory Action 
Before the Filing of an Appeal Brief that the period for reply expires 3 months fi-om the mailing 
date of the final rejection (section la). However, applicant respectfaUy disagrees with the 
ExaminCT's limitation of the date for filing a response. More specifically, applicant would note 
that the date of the Final Office Action was April 13, 2006 and that a Response to the Final 
Office Action was submitted on June 13, 2006. For at least this reason, applicant believes that 
section lb of the Advisory Action Before the Filing of an Appeal Brief should have been 
checked as the first reply was filed within two months of the Final Office Action. 

In the event the Examiner deems personal contact desirable in the disposition of this case, 
the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney at 914 798 8505. 
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Please charge all fees occasioned by this submission to Deposit Account No. 05-0889, 
indicated on the Transmittal form, filed in duplicate, herewith. 



Please direct all communications to: 
EMC Corporation 
Office of General Counsel 
176 South Street 
Hopldnton,MA 01748 



Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: 



CarPA. ©ordano, Esq. (Reg. No. 41,780) 
Attorney for Applicants 
EMC Corporation 
Office of General Counsel 
44 S. Broadway, 7* fir. 
White Plains, NY 10989 
(914) 798 8505 
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